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the above-identified application. No amendments to the claims are being filed with this request. 

This request is being filed with a Notice of Appeal. The review is requested for 
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Remarks 

Claims 1-24 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent Publication No. 2003/0065942 Al to Lineman et al. ("Lineman"). 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. $ 102 

The Office Action has again rejected all claims as being anticipated by Lineman. 
Applicant again respectfully traverses that each and every recitation of the independent claims is 
taught by Lineman. Claim 1 recites: "receiving, at a host computer system including a 
processor, from each of a plurality of payment-processing organizations, a set of security 
requirements defining protocols for implementing commercial transactions over the shared 
network using instruments identified with the payment-processing organization." Emphasis 
added. Independent claim 12 recites: "the security test scheme includes a set of test 
requirements whose satisfaction by the merchant entity is sufficient to ensure compliance with a 
plurality of sets of security requirements defined by a plurality of payment-processing 
organizations." Emphasis added. Independent claim 21 contains similar recitations. Such 
recitations are not taught by Lineman. 

Lineman is directed to "[a] software program capable of creating and managing 

security policies on a network " Lineman, Abstract. Lineman is explicit in how its security 

policies are created: 

The disclosed software enables a security administrator to create and 
edit a security policy document (block 70). To assist in the creation of 
the security policy document, the disclosed software may include a 
Policy Wizard 71, enabling a security administrator to use a library 
database 72 to construct the security policy document. Additionally, a 
quiz editor 73 may be provided, which allows the administrator to design 
questions for testing a user's understanding of the security policies in the 
security policy document. 

Lineman, %32, emphasis added. In each instance, the security policy document of Lineman is in 
someway created by a security administrator. Id. In contrast, claim 1 involves a plurality of 
security requirements being received from multiple payment-processing organizations. Lineman 
does not contemplate requirements being received from one or more third-party merchants. 
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This feature of the independent claims may be especially beneficial to merchant 
operators of online stores. It allows the requirements of multiple payment-processing 
organizations to be received at a host computer system, then have a set of test requirements 
devised based on the requirements received from the one or more payment processing 
organizations. Therefore, the merchant may comply with requirements sent by multiple payment 
processing organizations by complying with the set of test requirements. This is not taught by 
the systems and methods of Lineman where all of the content of security policy document is 
created (either directly, or indirectly such as through a "policy wizard") by "a security 
administrator." Lineman, Tf32. Therefore, while Lineman relies on the security administrator for 
its security policy document content, the test requirements of the independent claims are 
collected from multiple different payment processing organizations. Lineman discusses nothing 
related to such (1) reception from (2) multiple payment processing organizations. 

For at least these reasons, each and every recitation of claims 1,12 and 21 are not 
anticipated by the cited reference of Lineman. Therefore, prima facie cases of anticipation are 
not present. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests reversal of the §102 rejections of 
claims 1, 12, and 21. Further, claims 2-11, 13-20, and 22-24 depend, either directly or indirectly, 
from claims 1, 12 and 21 . At least by virtue of their dependence on non-obvious base claims, 
these claims are likewise non-obvious. Accordingly, Applicant also respectfully requests 
withdrawal of the §102 rejections of claims 2-11, 13-20, and 22-24. 
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In view of the foregoing, the Applicant believes all claims now pending in this 



Application are in condition for allowance and an action to that end is respectfully requested. 



Further, the Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees or 



credit any overpayment in connection with this paper to Deposit Account No. 20-1430. 



If the Examiner believes a telephone conference would expedite prosecution of 



this application, please telephone the undersigned at 303-571-4000. 



TOWNSEND and TOWNSEND and CREW LLP 
Two Embarcadero Center, Eighth Floor 
San Francisco, California 941 1 1-3834 
Tel: 303-571-4000 
Fax: 415-576-0300 
K4S:s5s 



Conclusion 




62187651 V1 



Page 4 of 4 



